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PAYMENT OF TUITION OF CERTAIN PERSONS AT- 
TENDING PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 14, 1960 


House or RepresENTATIVES 
CoMMITTEE ON THE Districr or COLUMBIA 
SuscoMMirTrTeEE No. 4, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in room 
445, Old House Office Building, Hon. D. R. Matthews (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Matthews, Broyhill, Springer, and Weis. 

Also present: William McLeod, clerk; Hayden S. Garber, counsel ; 
Ann L. Puryear, assistant clerk; Donald Tubridy, minority clerk; 
Leonard O. Hilder, investigator. 

Mr. Matruews. The meeting will come to order. 

The committee today is having a hearing on H.R. 7124 by our 
very able colleague Mr. Broyhill. This is a bill to require the pay- 
ment of tuition on account of certain persons who attend the public 
schools of the District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

We had a good hearing on Monday, October 12, on this very im- 
portant piece of proposed legislation, and I think today we can con- 
clude our hearing on this bill. We are delighted to have all of you 
here today. 

I would like to say that many citizens have written me expressing 
interest in Mr. Broyhill’s bill, saying they wanted to testify for it. 
Several citizens say they regretted they were not able to be here on 
October 12, but they wanted a chance to testify for Mr. Broyhill’s 
bill. So I thought we ought to have another hearing to hear, of 
course, not only those who are for the bill, but also those opposed. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. T. W. Mermel, of the Friend- 
ship Citizens Association. We are delighted to have you with us, 
sir. 


STATEMENT OF T. W. MERMEL, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON EDUCATION, FRIENDSHIP CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Mermet. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is T. W. Mermel. I am the chairman of the Committee on Education 
of the Friendship Citizens Association. 

We wish to go on record that H.R. 7124, introduced by Representa- 
tive Broyhill, requiring the payment of tuition by nonresidents of 
the District of Columbia in order to attend public schools of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, has our support. 

39 
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We wish to bring to your attention the fact that the taxpayers of 
the District of Columbia should not be required to provide school 
facilities to nonresidents of the District. We must look to Congress 
to eliminate from outmoded legislation provisions whereby the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is helpless in enforcing payment of tuition by non- 
residents. Dr. Hansen stated that— 


The present law governing the enrollment of nonresident pupils is so general 
that it is ineffective in correcting this condition. 


This bill will provide Dr. Hansen with the necessary authority. 

I would like to introduce for the record an editorial which ap- 
peared in the Evening Star supporting Mr. Broyhill’s bill and giv- 
ing many good reasons why it should be enacted for the benefit of 
the District of Columbia taxpayers. 

The Friendship Citizens Association urges your support and rec- 
ommends enactment of H.R. 7124. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows) : 


[From the Evening Star, Thursday, Oct. 15, 1959] 
FREE RIDERS 


The public schools in the District are supported by the city’s taxpayers, and 
Wwe see no reason why the latter should be called upon to provide free educa- 
tion for children whose parents or guardians are not residents of Washington and 
who do not pay taxes to the city. 

The question is how and where to draw the line. Representative Broyhill, of 
Virginia, is sponsoring a bill which would require tuition payments for all 
pupils whose parents or legal guardians do not live in the District. This seems 
reasonable enough to us. The Broyhill measure has been opposed in its present 
form, however, by Commissioner McLaughlin and School Superintendent Han- 
sen. The District’s taxpayers have not been heard from. 

As of now, there are 1,613 nonresident pupils in the schools. Tuition is being 
paid by 108 of these; 901 have been excused from paying and 604 cases are 
under study. According to Mr. Broyhill, this bill would have produced $384,715 
in tuition payments for the District last year, and this is not pin money in a 
community in which the taxpayer is being squeezed hard and soon will be 
squeezed harder. 

Under prevailing regulations, nonresident pupils are excused from tuition if 
they live in the District with adults who support them and exercise contro] over 
them even though they are not parents or legal guardians. Commissioner 
McLaughlin, agreeing that there is a need to control situations in which children 
may be sent into the District for the purpose of attending schools at public 
expense, nevertheless opposes the Broyhill bill. He thinks the Board of Educa- 
tion should have discretion to waive tuition for children living in Washington 
with adults who “exercise full care, custody and support” because parents living 
out of town are unable to provide for the children. 

We do not see much difference between this and the prevailing regulations. 
In either case, the cost of educating these children is passed on to the District 
taxpayer when it should be borne by the parents or by the jurisdiction in which 
the children have legal residence. It may be true, as Dr. Hansen says, that 
strict application of a residence requirement would adversely affect many hun- 
dreds of children in Washington. But the District taxpayers also are adversely 
affected when called upon to foot the bill for educational costs which properly 
should be borne by the parents of these children or by some other jurisdiction. 

Mr. McLaughlin made one criticism of the Broyhill bill which we think is 
sound. The measure would require notarized statements of residence each year 
from the parents or guardians of all school children. This would be a nuisance 
and a needless expense: Mr. McLaughlin’s proposal for a signed statement, sub- 
jected to penalties for falsification, is better. On the basic proportion, however— 
that of catching up with the free riders—we go along with Mr. Broyhill. 


Mr. Matruews. Thank you so much. 
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Mr. MermeEt. I have copies of my statement I would like to leave for 
the committee. 

Mr. Marruews. If you will, please leave one with the secretary, and 
we will have several copies available for the committee. 

Now, would you like to include in your testimony the editorial from 
the Star? 

Mr. Mermet. I believe, with your permission, sir, it is very well 
presented, and I think it has some points that should be brought to 
the attention of the committee. 

Mr. Broyuiuz, May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Matruews. Yes. 

Mr. Broyum.. What is the Friendship Citizens Association ? 
What is its prime purpose ? 

Mr. Mermev. The Friendship Citizens Association is in the North- 
west portion of Washington in an area bounded by the extreme west 
boundary, Wisconsin Ay enue, going down about to 45th Street. It 
is in the area, if you are familiar with it, of American University, 
parts of it, and also the Tenley Circle, which you probably are familiar 
with, where the District of Columbia has permitted us to build a 
library, and we appreciate that very much. It is now under construc- 
tion. We are looking forward to that. 

Mr. Broyui. I might add for the record, as well as for your 
information, that there were certain perfecting or technical amend- 
ments which were offered by the President of the Board of Commis- 
sioners and Superintendent of Schools and with which I agree and 
which I hope to offer so as to improve the bill. But they are merely 
technical, such as—well, one would be use of a it public. But 
the basic principles of the bill that those who are not legal residents 
or are living with parents or guardians who are not residents, that 
general principle of the bill is identical with the principle used in all 
of your surrounding neighboring communities. 

Mr. Mermet. Yes, sir. We believe that these minor administrative 
matters can surely be worked out. Thank you. 

Mr. Marruews. Are there questions ? 

Mr. Hilder has something to say. 

Mr. Hixper. The editorial from the Star you are putting into the 
record, may I ask if that was the one that appeared last October 
15 entitled, “Free Riders” ? 

Mr. Mermet. Yes, sir, that is the one. I think it has some 

Mr. Hirper. What is the size and the membership of your Asso- 
ciation ? 

Mr. Mermev. Paid-up members, we have reached about 200 at 
times. As you recognize, there are many associations in the District 
of Columbia. Some of them have a hard time maintaining their 
membership rolls. However, we are very proud to say that we have 
a good turnout at our meetings, upward of 50 members, and you 
know that is quite a large number when a meeting is held. 

Mr. Hitper. Yes, sir, that is very good. 

Mr. Mermer. We have five meetings a year, and I think we have 
a very good organization. 

Mr. Hixper. That is all I wanted to ask, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Matruews. Any questions, Mr. Springer ? 

Mr. Sprincer. Yes, I have. 
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What would happen in the cases where a child comes and lives with 
a family in the District and the child does not have a parent or 
guardian in the District? 

Mr. Mermev. Well, we recognize that the importation of such chil- 
dren to come into the District of Columbia and to have their parents 
reside in other States and other communities where they are tax- 
payers really is transferring the burden of education to the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. Sprrncer. You answered that indirectly, but I take it, then, 
that the direct answer is that they could not go to school in the District 
of Columbia, period. 

Mr. Mermet. They could go to the District of Columbia schools 
if the city were reimbursed for the expenses involved. 

Mr. Sprincer. “If” and only under those conditions. Is that right? 

Mr. Mermet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Broyruitx. Well, this is just repeating your answer. The pro- 
posed legislation would require them to pay tuition, and we have the 
same problems in northern Virginia and over in Maryland where 
there are a lot of people coming in and living with grandparents and 
uncles and aunts. But, unless they are their legal guardians or their 
parents, they are required to pay tuition. 

Now, in Alexandria, they cannot go to the schools even if they 
would be willing to pay tuition. We feel here that there is a large 
transit population in the Nation’s Capital and that if just anyone 
coming in here can go to the schools without paying tuition, it does 
pose an unreasonable tax burden on other people, the residents and 
citizens. 

Mr. Sprincer. Let me ask you this: What is it going to take in the 
nature of proof when a child enters? Must he present proof that he 
has actually, in fact, a parent or a guardian residing in the District 
of Columbia? I am trying to get the technical procedure. 

Mr. Mermet. A certification, as required in this case, would be ade- 
quate. Naturally, a falsification of a certification would have to be 
carried out in some manner. It would have to be rectified. 

By the way, I would like to volunteer this, that this is a common 
principle used in State universities where the residents of the State 
are entitled to attend a university at a certain payment of a fee, but 
nonresidents are not barred. If room is available, they can attend b 
payment of a fee. The principle is recognized and well-known, and 
think that would be applied here. 

Mr. Matruews. Mrs. Weis? 

Mrs. Wes. I have not been to the hearings on this, and I have not 
checked the bill carefully. Is the amount of money involved any- 
where, or has that not been prepared yet? How much would the chil- 
dren have to pay ? 

Mr. Mermet. I believe Dr. Hansen and the District Commissioners 
can arrive at that figure as to what is equitable, and I think the bill 
provides for such a determination. 

Mr. Marruews. If I may interpolate here, I do not believe our col- 
leagues, Mrs. Weis and Mr. Springer, were able to be with us in Oc- 
tober. That was when Congress was not in session. If I may repeat 
the very splendid testimony Mr. Broyhill gave, I believe it would give 
the essence of this problem in a nutshell. 
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Quoting from Mr. Broyhill’s statement: “I am informed that dur- 
ing the past school year, out of 1,645 known children of nonresident 
parents attending the District of Columbia schools, only 114 pay tu- 
ition. The most fundamental and important feature of this bill is that 
it will base the determination of payment of tuition upon the residence 
of parents or guardians rather than that of the child.” 

There were many little technical problems that we discussed, but 
would you say, Mr. Broyhill, that, again, is the chief problem ? 

Mr. Broyuii. That is the substance of it. 

Mr. Marruews. I just wanted to interpolate that at this point. 

Mr. Hilder, you have a question ? 

Mr. Hitper. No, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. I have one. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Springer. 

Mr. Sprincer. Has this been running about 1,000 a year? Is that 
roughly what I understood you to say ? 

Mr. Matruews. About 1,500 or 1,600 is our information—that is, of 
the known children. The chances are there are many, many more 
than that. 

Mr. Sprincer. Out of how many thousand students ? 

Mr. Broyruix. 85,000 or 90,000, is it not, in the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. Meret. I do not have that figure. 

Mrs. Weis. Are there any figures as to where they come from 
or why they are here without their parents or guardians? 

Mr. Marruews. I yield to our colleague, Mr. Broyhill, if he can 
amplify that. 

Mr. Broyuiiu. I have no information as to why they are here—no 
official information as to why they are here. Of course, the existing 
law, as I understand it, or the existing regulations, is that if they are 
living i in Washington, not solely for the purpose of going to school, 
then they can go ‘to school without paying tuition. But if they are 
living in Washington solely for the purpose of attending school, they 
have to pay tuition. It is a rather ambiguous type of regulation, and 
I believe the school administrators do think, themselves, this should be 
corrected. 

Mrs. Weis. Does this pertain to children of Congressmen? Are 
they exempt, or do they become citizens by virtue of their being here 
under the law ? 

Mr. Marruews. Any other questions? 

If not, thank you very much. We appreciate your being with us 
this morning, Mr. Mermel. 

Sir, would you like to make a statement ? 

Mr. Garver. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Marruews. What. is your name? 

Mr. Garver. My name is Raymond D. Garver, and I am chairman 
of the Education Committee of the Chevy Chase Citizens Association. 
I did not write in for authority to appear. However, I did appear 
as an observer at the October 12 meeting and reported back to my 
association, who were eminently in favor of children from the out- 
side who come into the District schools contributing whatever the 
tuition charge might be—$100 or $200. And the technical details of 
how you differentiate between the various classes of people who pose 
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as orphans, we thought was a subject for the schools and for the Dis- 
trict. But I think I can say that the association was eminently in 
favor of the general principles of the bill, leaving the technical de- 
tails which you brought out to those who are better informed than the 
association. 

My name is Raymond D. Garver, G-a-r-v-e-r. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you very much, sir. We are delighted to 
have you with us. 

Mr. Hilder wanted to ask you a question, please. 

Mr. Hinper. Mr. Garver, what is the membership of your citizens 
association ¢ 

Mr. Garver. 1,000 or more. 

Mr. Hixper. And that is the Chevy Chase 

Mr. Garver. Chevy Chase Citizens Association, meeting at the 
Community Building, Chevy Chase Community Center. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you very much, Mr. Garver. 

Our next witness is Mr. C. A. Burmeister, past president, Forest 
Hills Citizens Association and of Northwest Council of Citizens As- 
sociations, We are delighted to have you with us this morning, Mr. 
Burmeister. You might tell the secretary your complete name in an 
aside and how to spell your name correctly. 





STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. BURMEISTER, FOREST HILLS CITIZENS 
ASSOCIATION AND COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Burmetster. My name is Charles A. Burmeister. I am a resi- 
dent of the Forest Hills area in Northwest Washington. As you 
stated, I am a member of the Forest Hills Citizens Association and 
have been a delegate to the Northwest Council for 20 years. I have 
served as president of the council, vice president, and am now secre- 
tary. Iam here to represent the council, and I have not prepared a 
statement so I will just comment informally on what our views are on 
the matter. 

I will begin by saying that the Northwest Council wholeheartedly 
endorses the purpose and objectives of H.R. 7124, which is to require 
the payment of tuition for certain persons who attend the public 
schools of the District of Columbia. We strongly urge that the provi- 
sions of the bill be made sufficiently complete and strong enough that 
there will be no possibility that it will not be properly enforced and 
administered by those responsible for its administration and enforce- 
ment. 

We have given careful study to the bill and to the hearings which 
were held on Monday, October 12, 1959, and to the statements and tes- 
timony that was prepared there. Personally, I feel that the bill could 
be improved in its language so as to spell out more specifically what 
should be done. 

I find that the bill is a little confusing in some of its wording and 
that in some ways the bill seems to me to be discriminatory to cer- 
tain people or certain pupils that might attend the schools and that it 
might cause some resentment or hardship on the part of parents or 
those having children attending the schools. 

The testimony presented by the Honorable Mr. McLaughlin, Dis- 
trict Commissioner, pointed out some of these objectionable features, 
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and I think he contributed materially to the improvement of the lan- 
guage of the bill in his proposed amendments. However, some of our 
members feel that it should be made even stronger and spelled out 
more completely. 

I am not a lawyer, and I have not had the opportunity and the time 
to try to redraft the bill myself. I would leave that up to your 
committee and your staff. 

One of the provisions or amendments that Mr. McLaughlin pre- 
sented to you, which was the one that involved considerable testimony 
and discussion, was his proposed amendment—section 2-a, or section 
2—which is really the heart of the bill. The amendment he proposed 
seemed to be a little confusing to some of us, although I personally 
thought that I understood what it was intended for. So I, last night, 
attempted to redraft it. I do not know whether you desire to have it 
presented or not, but I will offer it to you. The reason I have tried to 
redraft it is that the amendment as proposed by Mr. McLaughlin was 
a very long sentence. And when you get into long sentences, they are 
sometimes difficult to understand and know specifically what is wanted. 
So I have tried to break this down into little shorter sentences. So I 
suggest this: 

Section 2—a. In the case of each pupil who attends the public school in the 
District of Columbia and does not have a parent or guardian who resides in the 
District of Columbia, there shall be paid to the Board of Education the amount 
financed by that Board pursuant to subsection c—in the original draft, it is sub- 
section b, and I will indicate why—of this section, except as provided otherwise 
under subsection b. 

There I have shortened a long paragraph down to making a specific 
statement as to who should pay tuition. But, in my next paragraph, 
I undertake to meet the objections which Mr. McLaughlin presented 
and which is, you might say, a subject of controversy by all those that 
are interested in this bill. 

My subsection b is this: 

Upon the submission of evidence fully satisfactory to the Board of Education 
that (1) the full care, custody, and support of a pupil is continuously— 


I will emphasize that “continuously” — 
is continuously and entirely— 
both those words are emphasized, “continuously and entirely”— 


supplied by the person or persons with whom the pupil is residing in the District 
of Columbia, and that the parent or guardian of such pupil is wholly unable to 
provide such care, custody, or support; or (2) that such pupil is self-supporting, 
the pupil shall be considered a resident of the District of Columbia for the pur- 
pose of school attendance and be exempt from the requirements to pay tuition. 

Of course, the Commissioner put that in there to meet this problem 
of these children who are living with grandparents or relatives or some- 
one who is their full support, who Fae ion all the costs of supporting 
those children, who is responsible for their care and custody, and they 
are getting no support or contribution financially or otherwise from 
parents or guardians who might live elsewhere. That, as I say, is the 
controversial feature in the bill. I will not say that my judgment as to 
what is fair and not fair in it is right. I am inclined to agree with the 
Commissioner that those pupils should not be discriminated against, 
but possibly I am wrong. 
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That, to me, is the heart of the bill. Another part of the bill 
which 

Mr. Sprrncer. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Martrnews. Mr. Burmeister, will you permit Mr. Springer to 
ask a question ? 

Mr. Burmeister. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sprincer. I take it that what you are changing by this last 
suggestion is that in those cases where a relative has full control and 
custody of the child and is supplying a major portion of the—— 

Mr. Burmeister. Not a major—all of it. 

Mr. SPRINGER (continuing). Support, it would not be necessary to 
have the child, or to have the person in charge, declared a guardian 
ah Is that right ? 

Mr. Burmetster. I would presume that. 

Mr. Sprincer. Youare leaving it to the District, then ? 

Mr. Burmeister. How isthat? I did not understand. 

Mr. Sprincer. You are leaving it to the District 

Mr. Burmetsrer. That is right. 

Mr, SPRINGER (continuing), Administration, which I take it is the 
Superintendent of Schools, to determine whether or not all these 
factors are true. 

Mr. Burmetster. That is right. 

Mr. Sprincer. I think we are getting ourselves back into the same 
old thing, are we not, that we got in before ? 

Mr. Burnetster. No. 

Mr. Srrincer. When you get this matter set down where you are 
either saying the child must have a resident parent or guardian, then 
you are getting the standard set so he can determine something, are 
you not? But if he is to be an investigator of all these other problems, 
if you are making him that, then it seems to me you are getting your- 
self back into the same thing we are in now where you have only got 
116 people paying out of more than 1,000. 

Mr. Burmetster. The difference is this, Mr. Springer: The differ- 
ence is that under the legislation, or under this authority now provided 
for the school board and the District officials, the burden of proof is 
on the school board and the District. In the provisions submitted in 
these proposed amendments, as I interpret them, the burden of proof is 
put entirely on the person with whom the child is living. They have 
got to provide that proof to the full satisfaction of the Board, and 
unless that proof is satisfactory to the Board, they would be required 
to pay tuition. 

Mr. Sprtncer. Here is the point I am making: You have got, in this 
town, more associations than I have ever seen in a community of this 
size. 

Mr. Burmeister. Well, that is the reason for that. 

Mr. Sprincer. I well understand that, but suppose they come in 
with a child or two or three children—I am talking about people who 
are interested in this—and they say, “We have proof,” and this thing 
gets into an argument. And the association gets into it, and the news- 
papers get into it, and you are back in the same thing as to whether 
or not Johnny Jones did not get to go to school when it says that this 
is all the evidence. 

If you have it down to the question that he is either the legal 
guardian or parent, there is not any argument over it, is there? 
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That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Marruews. If I may interpolate at that point, a minute or two 
ago, a couple of members of our committee wanted to know the num- 
ber of children in the public schools. I have checked the record here. 
There are 117,000 in the public schools in Washington as of the latest 
report we have. 

Go right ahead, sir. 

I might add, while you are looking at that, if I may, according to 
Mr. Broyhill’s statement, a loss of $384,715 was incurred last year 
on the assumption that children of nonresident parents did not have 
any tuition paid for them. 

I would also like to point out it was brought out in the testimony 
that, of course, there might be many, many more hundreds of chil- 
dren involved here that we do not know about. This information is 
only that information which could be verified. 

All right, sir. 

Mr. Broynitu. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Matruews. I yield to Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr. Broywte. Following through on your correction of the record 
here that there are 117,000 pupils in the schools, following that ques- 
tion as it appears in the record from the last hearing, Dr. ansen said 
in answer to a question about whether there were 1,600 nonresident 
pupils, that the only way they had of verifying that was by a spot 
check. There was no accurate record of determination as to how many 
more than the 1,600 nonresident pupils were attending the District 
of Columbia school system. The 300-some-odd thousand I mentioned 
in my testimony was based on those 1,600 we knew were nonresident 

uplis. 
‘ Mr. Matrnews. All right, Mr. Burmeister. 

Mr. Burmersrer. The next point which the council is concerned 
with is that the instructions or authority given to the Board be spelled 
out rather specifically. I realize that that is rather difficult to do in a 
law or legislation. Asa general rule, legislation has to be made rather 
broad in its statement. That is, you cannot spell out every detail as 
to what an enforcement agency or administrative agency should do. 
Yet some of our members feel that that should be stated rather speci- 
fically. 

It siete to me that the author proposed something like this: 

That the Board of Education shall take such action as may be necessary to de- 
termine those pupils attending or desiring to attend the public schools of the 
District of Columbia for whom tuition payments are required under the provi- 
sions of this act, and said Board is authorized, with the approval of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, to make regulations to carry out the 
purposes of this act— 

is sufficiently broad. That is, I think that authority is indicated in 
one of the amendments that was proposed. It may be in the original 
bill. I have forgoten whether it is or not. 

But the main problem is this: That in the past, there has, it seems 
to us as taxpayers, been not too strong efforts made to carry out or re- 
ae the piconets of tuition. In other words, there is a good deal 
that looks like passing the buck. 

For instance, the school officials say they can collect all this data, 
but because the Corporation Counsel ruled certain legislation meant 
certain things, why they were unable to enforce that. Now, the ques- 
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tion is: If you spell this out in this proposed legislation, make it 
strong enough that the Board of Education will carry out the pro- 
visions of that. That isthe thing that we are interested in. 

Mr. Marrnews. Thank you very much, Mr. Burmeister. 

Mr. Burmeister. I think that covers it. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you very much, sir. 

Any questions ? 

Mrs. Weis? 

Mrs. Wels. No. 

Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Broyhill? 

Mr. Broyui. No. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Hilder has a question. 

_ Mr. Hixper. It was testified here by Dr. Hansen, who is Super- 
intendent of Schools of the District of Columbia, that the present 
regulations pertaining to payment of tuition on the part of non- 
resident students are extremely difficult to enforce. 

Mr. Burmeister. Yes, I have read them, and I can understand that. 

Mr. Hinper. He testified that he thought this bill, at least as he 
suggested it be amended, would be of benefit to the school board of 
the District of Columbia. 

Now, two things, Mr. Burmeister, which must be established under 
present regulations are, No. 1, that the child is not here for the prime 
purpose of going to school and, No, 2, that that child’s support is not 
being contributed to by absentee parents. 

Dr. Hansen testified that it is very difficult to determine those two 
points, which is why it is hard to enforce. Now, Mr. Burmeister, 
if you go along with Dr. Hansen’s and Commissioner McLaughlin’s 
suggested amendment, the main one you spoke of, then, in the lan- 
guage of this bill, you would now require that children of absentee 
parents be permitted to go to school here tuition free if their support 
is not contributed to from elsewhere and, also, if the absentee parents 
are financially unable to contribute that support. Correct ¢ 

Mr. Burmetsrer. Yes. 

Mr. Hiner. Now, Mr. Burmeister, would you tell us how you 
think that would be any easier to determine than the present regu- 
lations ? 

Mr. Burmeister. The point is: We looked into this over 2 or 3 
years ago. I think I have it here, if I can find the document that was 
supplied to me. 

Mr. Hitper. Mr. Burmeister, I can make it easier for you to answer 
by just rephrasing my question very briefly, if I may. Suppose that 
you had to judge, sir, whether a child should pay tuition in the 
District or not. What would convince you that the child’s parents, 
living in some other State, could not contribute to his support and 
that they are not doing so? 

Mr. Burmeister. You have in this bill that if this person with 
whom this child lives makes a false statement, they are subject to a 
penalty of $300 fine and 90 days in jail. And that is just the same 
as we have in our income tax returns and a great many other relations 
that we have with the Government. 

Mr. Hitper. How would you determine the statement to be false, 
Mr. Burmeister? 
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Mr. Burmeister. Well, there are various ways that that could be 
done. 

Mr. Hitper. Present regulation is almost the same thing, and the 
school administration says it is difficult to enforce. 

Mr. Burmetster. No, I think there is where you and I differ. The 
“ee regulation has to do with proving that the child is not here 

or the purpose of attending school. 

Mr. Hirper. And that he is not being supported by funds from 
absentee parents. 

Mr. Burmester. No, that does not have any 

Mr. Hizper. Beg your pardon, sir. That is in the present law. 

Mr. Burmeister. Well, I do not find it. 

Mr. Hitper. Well, it is ‘not this bill, but the present law which they 
attempt to enforce today. That is a requirement. 

Mr. Marruews. Another question ? 

Mr. Hixper. Just one more thing, Mr. Burmeister. Suppose that 
a child is living in Washington with someone other than the parents, 
and the parents are living in another State and are indigent and thus 
are not able to support that child. Do you think it is fair for the 
financial burden of that child’s education to be on the citizens of 
Washington, D.C., with its already overtaxed welfare funds, or do you 
feel that the community in ok the parents live should bear that 
burden ¢ 

Mr. Burmeister. Well, I donot know. That is a question. 

Mr. Hixper. Isee. Thank you. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you very much, Mr. Burmeister. We ap- 
preciate your being with us this morning. 

Mr. James S. McMullen, chairman, Education Committe of District 
of Columbia Federation of Citizens Associations. Mr. McMullen, we 
are delighted to have you with us. 





STATEMENT OF JAMES S. McMULLEN, CHAIRMAN OF THE EDUCA- 
TION COMMITTEE, FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. McMutien. My name is James S. McMullen, chairman of the 
Education Committee of the Federation of Citizens Associations. 

I would like to say in my initial statement here that we have studied 
this bill of Mr. Broyhill’ s thoroughly, the education committee and 
the federation in session, and I w ant “to say that we consider that he 
has done an excellent, job, a tremendous job, in his preparation of this 
bill. And we heartily concur in practically all of his statements in 
here, or all of his requirements. 

I have a prepared statement here. 

Mr, Marrnews. Mr. McMullen, if you want to, you can file the 
complete statement for the record and can give us an extemporaneous 
report, or you may read the whole statement. 

I would like to say to all our witnesses that this will be the last day 
of the hearing. I feel we cannot devote more time to the hearings. 

Any way that you can get your message across to us here, we will 
appreciate. But I do not want to keep you from having the time you 
need, So you go right ahead, Mr. McMullen. It is not a very lengthy 
statement, is it ? 
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Mr. MoMutten. Not very lengthy, and I would like to have some- 
one read it for me because, under these lights, I cannot see very well. 

Mr. Marrnews. Would you like to read it for him, please, ma’am. 

Mrs. Morris. I am on his education committee, anyway. 

Mr. Matruews. What is your name? 

Mrs. Morris. Mrs. Edward B. Morris, M-o-r-r-i-s. I am secretary 
of the federation of citizens committee, and I have been on his com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Matruews. Be seated, ma’am, and make yourself comfortable. 

Mrs. Morris. The Federation of Citizens Associations and some of 
its member bodies have long sought to improve the method of con- 
trolling the troublesome tuition problems in the District of Columbia 
school system and have advocated stronger procedures on the part of 
the school administration and the District Welfare Administration, 
to the end that pupils from other jurisdictions who are permitted to 
come into the District and attend the District schools, yet contribute 
nothing to the cost of maintaining the schools and sometimes receive 
in addition, welfare support at the expense of the taxpayers of the 
District, may by some method be weeded out and compelled to with- 
draw, or by payment of compensatory tuition contribute their just 
share of the expense of operating the schools. 

It is generally believed that there are literally thousands of stu- 
dents receiving these benefits, whose parents or legal guardians live 
in other jurisdictions away from the District, and who contribute 
nothing to the support of the school system, and that removal of 
these free riding pupils would greatly relieve our overburdened facil- 
ities and reduce the necessity of providing additional facilities. 

Therefore, we, who hold ourselves to be the representatives of the 
taxpayers of the District, heartily endorse H.R. 7124 as providing a 
measure of relief from these unwarranted burdens, and look to your 
committee to provide us the means of setting in motion the reforms 
in administering the program which seems so badly needed. 

The federation on November 12, 1959, in open meeting on that 
day, endorsed by resolution, the matters expressed in the statements 
above, and I have been authoried to appear as their representative 
to pie their views. 

deeply appreciate having had the opportunity to appear before 
your committee and hope the results may prove fruitful for our much 
overburdened membership and the citizens of the District. 

Respectfully submitted, James S. McMullen, chairman of the Edu- 
cation Committee, Federation of Citizens Associations, District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. Martruews. Thank you, Mrs. Morris. That was a splendid 
statement, and it was beautifully read. 

Now, would you like to make yourself available for questions? 

Mrs. Morris. Well, Mr. McMullen can answer questions, and I had 
a statement to add to that statement, very briefly. 

Mr. Matruews. You just keep your seats. 

Any questions of Mr. McMullen ? 

Mr. Broyhill? 

Mr. Brorum. I would like to express my appreciation for the 
very fine statement you made, Mr. McMullen. 
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. Mr. McMotten. Thank you. 

Mr. Broyuiti. Did I understand your statement correctly in that 
the federation adopted this resolution in November ? 

Mr. McMoutien. That was in our November meeting; yes. 

Mr. Broyuitit. November meeting after the hearings that were 
held on the legislation on October 12, and the federation was aware 
that we had those hearings and were somewhat familiar with the 
testimony of Dr. Hansen and Commissioner McLaughlin ? 

Mr. McMuten. We had heard Dr. Hansen’s testimony—TI had. 

Mr. MatrHews. Mrs. Weis, any questions? 

Mrs. Weis. No. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Hilder? 

Mr. Hizper. Mr. McMullen, how many member associations are 
there of the federation you represent ? 

Mr. McMoutten. Fi fty-four associations are members of the federa- 
tion. 

Mr. Hizper. Could you attempt to tell us approximately how many 
citizens they represent totally in members, roughly ? 

Mr. McMutten. Roughly, I would say, probably from 3,000 down 
to 50 each. I donot know. My mathematics are not so good in mental 
arithmetic. I do not know what that would amount to. I would say 
10,000 to 15,000 people, mostly representing the leadership of the 
communities where the associations are ore | 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you very much, sir. You may be excused, 
Mr. McMullen. Thank you. 

I think Mrs. Morris, you wanted to make another statement. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EDWARD B. MORRIS, SECRETARY, FEDERA- 
TION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS. REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
GLOVER PARK CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. Morris. I wanted to make a few comments, if I might, both 
in my capacity as secretary of the federation and as the representative 
of the Glover Park Citizens Association. I thought Mr. Wilcox was 
going to do that, but he said he was going to come along just to lend 
me moral support. 

Mr. Marrnews. Would you like to have Mr. Wilcox come up and 
sit by you, Mrs. Morris? 

' Mr. Wilcox, we would be glad to have you come up and sit with 
Mrs. Morris. This is Edward C. Wilcox of the Glover Park Citizens 
Association, and we are delighted to have you here with us. 

Mrs. Morris. The federation’s education committee, in studying the 
bill and its specific provisions, did have several proposals that it 
thought might strengthen the bill or relieve certain criticisms of it 
or certain ambiguities. One of them was, at the time: A statement 
of legal guardianship is first required, Affirmation of it shall be at- 
tested by a notary public or other official authorized by law to attest 
such statements. 

_ It seems that one of the criticisms was that it would be a continuing 
burden to have these statements attested each year. We felt that at 
the first time'the statement was submitted, ‘it certainly should be at- 
tested officially, but that in successive years, signatures shall be com- 
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pores with due attention to section 2~d(2) in the original proposed 
egislation, providing that the information “must be true at all times 
with respect to the statements set forth therein.” That if they have 
submitted the original statement with the required notary public sig- 
nature that after that, perhaps comparison can be made each year 
with that original statement since the bill requires that the statement 
must be true at all times, that the amount of the fine for violating the 
provisions of the legislation shal] be set well above the existing tuition 
rates so that the penalty shall not be more attractive than the tuition 
fees. We felt if the penalty was low some might choose to pay the 
fine rather than tuition. 

Finally, that the provision be made that the annual statement to 
be signed by the parent or legal] guardian shall advise of — for 
giving false information. Presumably, they would do that, but it 
certainly should be made clear that any statement to be signed should 
make known that there are penalties so that anyone who signs is 
aware of it and cannot use this as an excuse that he did not know about 
any penalty. 

Speaking for the Glover Park Association, which is in accord with 
this proposed legislation, three of us who are here today—Mr. Mc- 
Mullen happens also to be a member of that association—were con- 
fiderit, in fact, that the Glover Park Association would not go along 
with Mr. Burmeister’s proposed amendment. Glover Park is a mem- 
ber of that Northwest Council, but we feel certain it would not sup- 
port any weakness of the bill or putting in of an exemption. This 
would make it practically impossible to administer the bill and get 
the results we feel are intended. 

And I do not believe it has been brought out that it was several 
years ago that the citizens associations of Washington, quite a num- 
ber of them, asked for such legislation. We asked specifically that 
there be some legal evidence of guardianship for those children not 
living with their natural parents. And that is why we have been very 
happy to see this legislation. 

Just this morning, I was told that two teachers are being trans- 
ferred from. Western High School.and from Wilson High ee 
I believe two from each—to other schools because of the overcrowded 
conditions and the inability to get funds to support the schools, the 
needed number of teachers. Perhaps there a more funds avail- 
able if we did not have the overcrowding due to those who come here 
at our expense without contributing to the costs. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you very much, Mrs. Morris. 

Any questions ? 

Mrs, Weis? 

Mrs. Weis. No. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Broyhill? 

Mr. Broyrutu. No. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Hilder? 

Mr. Hivper. No. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. Samuel McCart, Northwest Council of 
Citizens Associations. Mr. McCart, we are delighted to have you 
with usthis morning. 
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STATEMENT OF SAMUEL W. McCART, NORTHWEST COUNCIL OF 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. McCart. Gentlemen, my name is Samuel W. McCart, spelled 
M-c-C-a-r-t, and I would like to speak for the Glover Park Citizens 
Association. 

That association covers an area beginning at the corner of 35th 
Street and Reservoir Road and running northwest from there so that 
we have in that area Western High School, Filmore Elementary 
School, and Gordon Junior High School. Our area is comprised of 
row houses with private ownership and practically all of our houses 
are single occupancy, though they are row houses. The families are 
small in our area. Our citizens association has approximately 150 
members. 

Looking at this bill, I notice that Commissioner McLaughlin sug- 
gested to this committee five amendments. The fifth amendment 
merely covers foreign students who are already covered. That leaves 
four amendments, and it appears that all of those amendments have 
as their aim to emasculate this bill. 

This bill here apparently has been very carefully drawn, and a great 
deal of thought has been given to it. And it has met the principal 
problem of the school board, which was indefiniteness. It provides 
here that these children shall either have parents here or guardians 
here. Now, that is a very sound provision, and we do not feel that 
it should be reduced because we do not want children in the District 
of Columbia who are not accountable, legally accountable, to some- 
body. If you have children here who do not have guardians and do 
not have parents, you have free, loose children on your hands. And 
when you come to enforcement, such as delinquency and so forth, you 
have that problem that the person in charge of that child has no 
authority under law. 

This bill as drawn spells out to the school department definite spec- 
ifications. You have got to be one or the other. Then the school 
authorities are not going to act under this bill as a trial board to 
determine capacity to support and the reasons for being in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and all that sort of thing. 

The attack on the bill, as I see it, and all the discussion, centers 
around this section of the bill, section 2, on the subject of guardian- 
ship. It is looked upon by some that it would be a hardship for a 
person to be obligated to take out guardianship. It might be an 
expense. But, dear knows, in our Welfare Department, we are deal- 
ing with the problem of children; that Department also has a lot to 
say about every adoption proceeding in the District of Columbia, 
and it is equipped to handle guardianships for people who cannot 
otherwise pay. But it occurs to us that if a person can voluntarily 
take over the support of a child, they can go to an additional expense 
of something like $25 to have this guardianship. 

The second section which is coming under comment is the section 
2(b), or rather, 3(b), involving this statement. Now, the Commis- 
sioner, when he testified, spoke of the expense of affidavit. Well, no 
affidavit is necessary. The form of the certificate would be left, of 
course, with the school department, and I think that form of state- 
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ment should include a provision which says that the answers to ques- 
tions Nos. so-and-so are given of my knowledge and the others are 
given of my best information. So that when you come to the matter 
of enforcement, you have those people definitely saying, “I knew this 
to be so,” and you do not have to go to the great difficulty of proving 
willfulness in making the statement. 

And I think that when the form is prepared, the school authorities 
will very probably put that in. You are all familiar, no doubt, with 
the specification on papers which says that so-and-so is true of my 
knowledge and so-and-so is true to the best of my belief. And if 
that were included, I think we have covered this situation. 

Are not the school authorities entitled to know each year those fam- 
ilies where there has been a death of a parent or where there has been 
a divorce of parents, or where there has been a change of residence 
of one of the parents? I think they are entitled to that information, 
and they are entitled to it under this affirmation. I do not personally 
have a great deal of confidence in affidavits. I think people are too 
prone to make affidavits as a matter of form. They are not a solem- 
nity, and I favor this affirmation. But that affirmation should be 
made each year. 

Some people will say it is a hardship. Who is it a hardship to? 
Neither the schools nor the people. Each year a parent must register 
his child. The school authorities have people prepared to accept 
the registration of that child. All right, when the child comes for 
registration, the certificate, which I assume will be a printed form, will 
be filled out and filed with the Board. So where is the hullabaloo 
about all the inconvenience of the people? 

So, as far as our association is concerned, we are happy to accept this 
bill as written. 

Mr. Marruews, Thank you very much, Mr. McCart. 

Any questions, Mrs. Weis? 

Mrs. Wets. No. 

Mr. Martruews. Mr. Broyhill. 

Mr. Broyniiy. His statement is so thorough and complete, Mr. 
Chairman, I do not think it needs any further interpretation. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Hilder? 

Mr. Hitper. No. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you, sir. 

Our next witness, Mr. bliford H. Newell, Northwest Washington 
Council of Citizens Associations. Mr. Newell, we are delighted to 
have you. 


STATEMENT OF CLIFFORD H. NEWELL, NORTH WASHINGTON 
COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Neweti. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I have 
repared a little short statement. It is.a little bit different, along a 
ittle bit different line, than perhaps some of the others because’ we 

were just looking at the bill itself. I happened to be out of the city 
when you had the hearing before, and I was not familiar with some 
‘of the amendments that have been brought before your committee. 


But this is my position. 
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First of all, I am very happy to be here and to have this opportun- 
ity to talk about this H.R, 7124. I represent the North Washington 
Council of Citizens Associations, which represents some 10 citizens’ 
associations in the northern part of the District of Columbia. I also 
represent the Arkansas Avenue Community Association as its 
counselor. 

I believe all civic-minded people in Washington are very much 
interested in H.R. 7124, and we certainly are grateful that someone 
on Capitol Hill has at last become interested in this matter. The 
people have felt for a long time that many pupils in our schools who 
should be paying tuition were evading or at least not paying any 
tuition for their schooling. It has been apparent all through nearly 
every section of our great city that during the period our schools are 
in session there are great hordes of youngsters on our streets, either 
going to, or coming from, our schools, but when the vacation period 
comes, suddenly, as if by magic, these great swarms of children 
vanish, and we are aware that they are not all on their vacations. 

Now I do not wish to be misunderstood. We are all very much 
in favor of seeing all the children have a good, complete education. 
The future of this great country depends upon this being true. But 
we do feel that either all who should be paying tuition as required 
by our school regulations, should pay, or else none should pay. 

About 2 years ago I was selected by the North Washington Coun- 
cil, when this matter of school tuition came up, to conduct a survey 
or investigation of the whole subject. At first blush, this did not 
seem hard to do, but I soon found it was more difficult than I had 
anticipated. I visited the Franklin Building, the headquarters of 
the school department for the District, and finally found through the 
Finance Department, that some 115 pupils were either paying tuition 
or had arranged to pay. Of course, I was amazed that so few pupils 
out of some 95,000 to 100,000 pupils in our schools were paying any- 
thing for their education, the percentage was so low compared to 
tuition-paying pupils in other large cities. 

I next found that there was no department of our vast adminis- 
trative offices of our educational system that had any duty assigned 
to them to look after nonpaying pupils who did not live in Washing- 
ton. I found that all reports from schools—that they thought that 
some attending their schools should be paying tuition—were referred 
to the truancy department for investigation. I further learned that 
during the past year only some dozen cases had been referred to the 
truancy department and some of those had been dismissed and others 
had left school. I was laughingly told that maybe they had entered 
another school for their education. 

Then I learned what appeared to be the real source of the trouble. 
It seemed that all complaints made to, or by, the teachers, had to go to 
the principal of the school, and then submitted by him, or her, to the 
truancy department for investigation. I discussed this matter with a 
number of people connected with the school administration and they 
informed me that, in their opinion, it would cost more to look into 
these violations than the District would realize from the payment 
of tuitions from those who should be paying. I have not worked 
in this matter this past year, but I assume that the same set of regu- 
lations are still in operation in the school department. 
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Of course, I cannot blame the pupils from some sections of the 
country for availing themselves of the school advantages that the 
District affords, at least along certain lines, but from the lack of 
someone, somewhere, to do what should be done, our taxpayers and 
good citizens are being taken for a ride. We are losing a great deal 
of revenue we should be enjoying, but seemingly, most people, espe- 
cially those paying but little tax, are more interested in having more 
money spent on the school system each year, than they are interested 
in getting in all of the revenue to which we are entitled. 

I do understand that when the pupil presents himself for enroll- 
ment he is handed two forms to fill out, both pertaining to his resi- 
dence. Of course, many are bona fide residents of the city, but I be- 
lieve many give the residence where they are staying, and the name 
of someone who is a close relative, or so-called guardian. This is 
the essence of it all. If they give the name of a relative, or even a 
guardian, there should be at least a certified copy of the court order 
appointing such person as their legal guardian. This procedure is 
the only safeguard our taxpayers can have to prevent their being 
illegally imposed upon. : 

In my judgment, the H.R. 7124 is along the right idea, but I be- 
lieve the above plan of having nonresident pupils, who have guardians 
who live in the District, regularly appointed by the court is much 
better than having affidavits, as set forth by the bill. I am conscious 
that the plan in H.R. 7124 will only further lumber up our courts 
that appear already to be overburdened with violations of laws and 
regulations. 

The organizations I represent wholeheartedly endorse the contents 
of H.R. 7124, with suggested amendments, and hope it can become a 
law at a very early date. 

We are all interested in our school system in the District. We have 
willingly paid out a very large amount for the education of our youth, 
but it is only right that we should be much interested in receiving 
all the revenues to which we are entitled. 

Members of the committee, I am sorry that I am unaware of these 
amendments that the Commissioners have set forth, but I do want to 
say this at this time: I want to say that I firmly believe—I am a re- 
tired lawyer myself, and I firmly believe the only way that we as tax- 
payers in the city of Washington can be assured of having nonresident 
pupils pay their tuition as they should is to have them acquire a court 
order if they are under a guardianship and that that certified copy of 
that court order be filed with the school department. 

It has been a long time that we have been imposed upon, and I think 
it is about time that we at least have some of these nonresident pupils 
paying their tuition. They have to do it other places. I have a 
grandson that had to pay his tuition the last 2 months out in Kansas 
just because his father, who is an admiral in the Navy, was ordered to 
a foreign port and the boy remained 2 months to finish his school. 
But he had to pay that tuition for those 2 months even though my 
son was a property owner in the State of Kansas and all that. 

Now, if they are so careful about such things in other States, we 
certainly should not be derelict here in the District along these partic- 
ular lines. And I think we should collect this money. I have no idea 
how much it would amount to, but, as I said in my statement, we are 
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aware and personally aware of many violations of our present regu- 
lations. 

I do want to congratulate the committee upon the preparation of 
such a splendid bill, and I do think that with that one suggested 
amendment of changing it to a certified copy of a court order instead 
of an affidavit that the people in Washington would be protected. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. MatrHews, Thank you very much, Mr. Newell. 

Any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Thank you very much. We appreciate it. 

Our next witness is Mr, Alexander Falk, Palisades Citizens Associa- 
tion. Mr. Falk, we are delighted to hain you with us this morning. 


STATEMENT OF ALEXANDER J. FALK, VICE PRESIDENT, THE 


PALISADES CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, AND DELEGATE TO THE 
NORTHWEST COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Farx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My name 
is Alovandes J. Falk. Iam vice president of the Palisades Citizens 
Association and also a delegate to the Northwest Council of Citizens 
Associations. 

Our association, for the benefit of the committee, is comprised of ap- 
proximately 2,200 or 2,400 members. We have hatw een 1,200 and 1,400 
aid-up memberships by taxpayers of our area. We cover the area 
Sad the river over to Foxhall Road. We then run up to Luft- 
boro Road and back to the Potomac River again. That is for your 
information. 

Mr, Marrnews, Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fautx. Mr. Chairman, I do not happen to havea prepared state- 
ment, but we would like to offer, for the benefit of the committee, some 
general comments. First of all, why are we interested in this bill? 
We are interested because of the burdensome taxes that are continually 
being imposed on us and increased. 

Now, how do they reflect themselves? We are concerned because 
we just recently reviewed and discussed with the District Commis- 
sioners the 6-year capital expenditure program for the District. In 
there, as I recall it, approximately some $500 million are going to be 
expended for new schools and new facilities for schools over the next 
5 years. We believe that there are leaks, that the District is rather 
generous. 

For example, only last night, I was informed that there are bus- 
loads of pupils being brought from Virginia from some of the military 
bases and camps and being dumped over here in Gordon Junior High 
School, Western High School, and some of the other places. It is true 
they are children of milit: ary personnel, but I do not know why the 
District of Columbia should be so generous as to accept them without 
the payment of any tuition, T here are many leaks in the District. We 
are concerned about other matters where we think the taxpayers are 
being called upon to pay a burden. 

For instance, we think that the District is very generous in all of 
these people who are driving and living here more or less con- 
tinuously for long periods of time with foreign license plates. Now, 
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we look around, and we see this school situation going along more 
or less unbridled. Anybody can virtually attend here. There is no 
stringent requirement. 

Our association—I believe the committee has a copy—passed a res- 
olution unanimously endorsing H.R. 7124 without amendments. I 
invite your attention to that particular phrase in that resolution. 

We are familiar with the amendments that have been proposed. 
There is some merit in them, but, generally, as an overall summary or 
conclusion, we feel these amendments have a tendency to put this bill, 
shall we say, in dead center: that these amendments, to some extent, 
extract the teeth out of it. We think that there is too much broad 
discretionary authority being delegated or placed or left in the hands 
of the board of education and that certainly, in this bill, there should 
be some meets and bounds, some guideposts or signposts for the school 
officials to follow. And the amendments that are proposed evidently 
more or less have the effect of delegating the whole responsibility to 
the board of education. 

Now, I suppose the committee is going to say, “Well, what are some 
of these specific things that might be spelled out in here?” I believe 
that a suggestion that was made earlier and one that we have thought 
of that there should be some spelling out that these pupils that we 
are talking about or trying to get tuition from should be more or 
less continuous residents of the District, not a floating population, say, 
where they come in for 1 school year or leave and go back home for, 
say, 3 or 4 or 5 months and then come back again. We think that that 
would be something that should be spelled out in here as a signpost. 

We would suggest to your committee that possible consideration 
could be placed in here to the effect that an income tax deduction 
might be a qualification for residence in the District, whether this so- 
called guardian or guardian is taking advantage of that. 

Let me just say this: I would like to make one statement before 
I get into detail here. The amendments practically rewrite the bill. 
Thus, in effect, you are almost canceling out H.R. 7124 by these 
amendments. I have marked up this copy, and I see practically every- 
thing that was in here of any import has been deleted by these amend- 
ments. 

Take the qualification—and this is a signpost. That is why I am 
talking about it. Take this section 3(b). 

Mr. Broyuim. Three (b) ¢ 

Mr. Fax. Yes, sir, section 3(b). 

There were signposts there. There were some guiding principles 
you were laying down for the school board to follow. But somebody 
has come along and said, “Let’s delete them and give us, in effect, 
broad discretionary authority. We will take care of it.” 

Well, it has not been taken care of in the past. I do not say that 
we are critical of anybody or we cannot say that the school board 
will not take care of it, but we prefer not to liava it to chance. And 





if it is set forth in the law, we know, then, that it will be followed. 

Another item that we would like to suggest for the consideration of 
your committee is that we think that these affirmations should be filed 
in duplicate. As we visualize it, a child at the beginning of the school 
year would come home with these blanks that would be filled out by 
the guardian or parent, and they would be brought back to school 
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and committed to the teacher or the principal at that school. We 
would like to suggest that one copy of those should be available at 
all times at the central headquarters of the board of education and 
one copy in the school principal’s office at the school where the child 
attends. 

And we would like to recommend—again a signpost—that you 
indicate in this bill that the board of education will be required to 
have an open, available record that any citizen or taxpayer can go 
in and see as to who the children are that are from out of State, who 
is paying tuition, and those that have been exempted. We think there 
should be a requirement in here for such a public record. As you 
heard earlier, these records are rather nebulous and hard to get hold 
of today. And it would seem to us that that would be a very desir- 
able requirement to set forth in this act. 

There has been some talk about this question of guardianship. We 
all know that when it comes to adoptions of babies, infants, youngsters, 
in the very early ages of say, 1, 2, or 3 years, there are adoptions. 
But these so-called guardianships that are supposed to take place 
after a child becomes 6 to 10, 12 years old, those are few and far be- 
tween. And this requirement of securing legal guardianship is one 
that would probably wash out a lot of these so called, shall we say, 
and that the number of people who would initially be affected by 
that put to some added expense. I am sure if they were claiming 
an income tax deduction that added expense of $25 would probably 
be offset; that they would go to that expense. But once having in- 
curred that expense, it is not a recurring one. It is not going to 
recur every year thereafter. 

As regards this filing of these affirmations, if that was considered 
such a serious objection as some people have indicated in testimony 
in your hearings, we might say, “Ameliorate the differences by say- 
ing every second year.” In other words, file this affirmation when 
the child first enters the school and every second year thereafter 
probably file it. 

It also seems to us that there is an overplay to this matter of notari- 
zation. We do not feel that it is necessary to notarize these affirma- 
tions. In other words, if it is stipulated in there that any false state- 
ment under law is subject to a fine and penalty, that that will take 
care of it the same as on any income tax or other Government report- 
ing form that you have to fill out. 

Gentlemen, in summarizing, I would just like to say that we are 
fully in sympathy and in accord with the original H.R. 7124. We 
are not in sympathy with these amendments. I say that generally, ex- 
cept for some small technical change. Generally, we are not in accord 
with those, and we would like your serious consideration of these sug- 
gestions as to setting up additional meets and bounds and guideposts 
for the District Commissioner, or rather the school board officials, 
and that. this question of having available public records on this sub- 
ject be also incorporated in the bill. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you very much, Mr. Falk. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mrs. Weis? 

Mrs. Wets. No. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Broyhill? 
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Mr. Broyum. No. 

Mr. Hilder? 

Mr. Hitper. No. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you very much, sir. 

Our next witness is Mrs. Lester B. W right. We are delighted to 
have you with us this morning. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. LESTER B. WRIGHT, NORTHWEST COUNCIL 
OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. Wricut. Thank you. I am always glad to see you nice people 
up here. 

Mr. Burmeister presented the statement for the Northwest Council 
as I was not sure I was coming. I am a great admirer of Mr. Bur- 
meister, but I shall have to say that Mr. Burmeister was aw ay from 
the association the other night the Northwest Council unanimously 
endorsed Mr. Broyhill’s bill. We were very much concerned over the 
amendments which Mr. McLaughlin offered. 

We appointed a committee of which I was chairman, on which Mr. 
Falk and Mr. McCart were serving, to see Mr. McLaughlin and ask 
him to explain his reasoning. I w rote him a letter to which there was 
no answer. I called his secretary ,and I have still had no answer. Mr. 
McLaughlin has never bothered telling us why he wanted those 
amendments. 

The Northwest Council has been concerned over this for a good 
many years, Mr. Chairman, and we do feel that there is need of check- 
ing on these children who come into the city. In the northwest, we 
represent the vanishing number of taxpayers in the District of the 
more or less large taxpayers, and we are concerned over the taxes. 

Mr. McCart brought up a point which I think is very well taken 
about these children who come here to go to our schools and who have 
no legal parents or guardians in the District. In view of the large 
percentage of juvenile delinquency here now, I wonder very much if 
these people with whom these children are living could even chastize 
them without being taken into court as they take in teachers if they 
punish a child as I think children need to be punished with a good 
stick once in a while. I think when these children are allowed to come 
to our schools and roam the streets, it adds to the very bad situation 
here in the District. 

I notice that Mr. Hansen still has 600-and-some children that he is 
investigating. Well, if he intends to keep on investigating until the 
end of the school year, those children will get a free education. I do 
not feel that the judgment of who should go to our schools should be 
in the hands of Mr. Hansen, the Board of Education, at all. 

I just want to say that we in the northwest are very, very grateful 
to Mr. Broyhill because anyone who does anything for the District of 
Columbia certainly does not get any reward out of it. And as long 
as Mr. McMillan is chairman of this committee, I do think we have 
some hope of preserving some few rights in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Marrnews. Thank you, Mrs. Wright. I wish Mr. McMillan 
were here to hear that fine testimony. 

Any questions of the committee? 

Mr. Hilder has one question, Mrs. Wright. 
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Mr. Hitper. No, pardon me, sir. I did not have a question. 

Mr. Martruews. Thank you, Madam. He did not have a question. 

Mrs. Wricut. Mr. Matthews, I know you are working hard for us, 
too, because you came and gave us a talk at a meeting, too, but Mr. 
McMillan has always been a friend to us here in the District. 

Mr. Marruews. He is a wonderful fellow, and I am glad you said 
that. 

Mr. Hitper. Mr. Chairman, I have received, since the October 12 
hearing, six resolutions and other letters, statements of support for 
this legislation, which I should like to request your permission to put 
into the record at this time. 

Mr. Marruews. Without objection, it will be done. 

Mr. Hitper. If you would like these identified, I will tell you 
quickly what they are. 

Mr. Marruews. I wish you would for the information of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Hitper. Glover Park Citizens’ Association, dated October 31, 
1959; Northeast Washington Citizens’ Association, dated November 
10, 1959; the Palisades Citizens Association, dated November 10, 1959; 
the Four Avenues Southeast Citizens Association, dated November 
17, 1959; the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of 
Columbia, dated November 12, 1959; and the Northwest Council of 
Citizens Associations. The date on that is October 16, 1959. 


GLOVER PARK C1TIzENSs’ ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Washington, D.C., October 31, 1959. 
Hon. Jort T. BroyuILt, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeEAR Mr. Broyuiy: At the last regular meeting of the Glover Park Citizens’ 
Association, Inc., a motion was made, seconded, and carried, that we reiterate 
our views set forth in our letter to you of April 20, 1959, as follows: 

That a resolution was passed to congratulate you on your efforts to have 
pupils not domiciled in the District of Columbia as legal residents pay tuition 
to attend the District of Columbia public schools, and that you exert every 
effort to have a congressional investigation made. 

The Glover Park Citizens’ Association, Inc., by motion properly made, sec- 
onded, and carried, supports your bill for proof of legal guardianship of children 
attending the District of Columbia public schools without paying tuition, except 
those living with their natural parents and legally domiciled in the District of 
Columbia. 

This letter supports your proposed legislation and may be made a part of the 
record. 

Sincerely yours, 
EUGENE R. REAvEs, President, 
By R. BACKENHEIMER, Secretary 





NORTHEAST WASHINGTON CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1959. 
Hon. J. T. BroyHi.t, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Broyuitt: The Northeast Washington Citizens’ Association at its 
regular monthly meeting held October 20, 1959, unanimously approved a motion 
endorsing the bill sponsored by you that school-age children living outside the 
District of Columbia pay tuition while attending a District school. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. KATHRYN S. WARREN, 
Recording Secretary. 
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THE PALISADES CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1959. 
Hon. Joun T. Broyutt, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. BROYHILL: Enclosed is a copy of a resolution relating to the bill you 
recently introduced in the House of Representatives which was unanimously 
passed by our association at its last regular meeting, November 3, 1959. 

Our very best wishes to you for the success of the bill and our association 
will appreciate anything you can do further to bring about a successful passage 
of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES W. ANDERSON, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States a measure 
known as the Broyhill bill, H.R. 7124, which proposes certain requirements upon 
pupils attending the public schools of the District of Columbia; and 

Whereas the Broyhill bill, H.R. 7124, if enacted into public law, would control 
nonresident pupil attendance in the public schools supported by the taxpayers 
of the District of Columbia and encourage their attendance at schools and 
facilities now available in their respective home areas; and further 

Since enactment of H.R. 7124 would obviate the necessity for huge expendi- 
tures for new school construction totaling $29 million over the next 6 years, 
and operating personnel salaries : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Palisades Citizens Association unanimously recommends 
favorable action by the Congress and its committees, without amendments (as 
proposed by the District of Columbia), and that copies of this resolution be 
properly publicized and sent to all interested public bodies, including Congress- 
man Broyhill. 

Adopted and passed this 3d day of November 1959. 

(Signed) JAMES W. ANDERSON, 
President, Palisades Citizens Association, 


Four AVENUES SOUTHEAST CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., November 17, 1959. 
BoarRD OF COMMISSIONERS, 
District Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sirs: The members of our association would like to go on record as 
supporting the bill being sponsored by Representative Broyhill of Virginia which 
would require tuition payments for all pupils whose parents or legal guardians 
do not live in the District. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. HENRIETTA BOKOLES, 
Secretary. 


FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of Columbia 
urged for many years that those attending District of Columbia schools from 
outside the District be required to pay tuition so that (1) District of Columbia 
taxpayers shall not be burdened with costs of educating children of persons who 
pay their taxes in other jurisdictions, and (2) District public schools shall not 
be overcrowded with outsiders to the disadvantage of local children; and 

Whereas, the Federation of Citizens Associations requested legislation requir- 
ing proof of legal guardianship from those with whom schoolchildren reside if 
they are not the natural parents of such children ; and 
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Whereas H.R. 7124 by Representative Broyhill is intended to relieve District of 
Columbia taxpayers of costs of educating children for whom some other juris- 
diction should be responsible and will also prevent the discriminatory practice 
of forcing some nonresidents to pay tuition while others do not: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of 
Columbia does this 12th day of November 1959 reiterate its previous endorsement 
of the principle of this legislation, with the following suggestions: 

(1) That at the time a statement of legal guardianship is first required, 
affirmation of it shall be attested by a notary public or other official authorized 
by law to attest such statements ; 

(2) That in successive years, signatures shall be compared, with due attention 
to section 2-d(2) in the original proposed legislation providing that the informa- 
tion “must be true at all times with respect to the statements set forth therein” ; 

(3) That the amount of the fine for violating the provisions of the legislation 
shall be set well above existing tuition rates so that the penalty shall not be 
more attractive than the payment of tuition fees; and 

(4) That provision be made that the annual statement to be signed shall 
advise of penalties for giving false information ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Senate and House 
Committees on the District of Columbia, the District of Columbia Board of Com- 
missioners, the Superintendent of Schools, the District of Columbia Board of 
Education, and Representative Broyhill. 

JAMES S. McMULLEN, 
Chairman, Education Committee. 

Approved unanimously November 12, 1959. 

(S) Mrs. Edward B. Morris, 
MABEL E. Morris, 
Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF THE NORTHWEST COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


WASHINGTON, D.C., October 16, 1959. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Northwest Council of Citizens Association is a civic 
organization whose membership is composed of nine citizens associations located 
in the following bounded area of the District of Columbia: west of Rock Creek 
Park and north of Georgetown. The aggregate total taxpayers represented by 
these member associations approximate 40,000. 

The Northwest Council has unanimously voted unqualified support of the 
Broyhill bill. The following reasons are given: 

1. This bill would curtail enrollment of nonresident pupils and thereby reduce 
the need for more teachers by reducing the pupil-teacher ratio and eliminate to 
a considerable extent the need for more classrooms. 

2. For those nonresident pupils who would attend the public schools of the 
District of Columbia the estimated revenue from this source of $384,715 should 
be a relief to the Commissioners and their constant quest for additional tax 
revenue which in turn would be a relief to the already overburdened taxpayers 
of the District of Columbia. 

8. This law will not deprive any child of an opportunity for an education. 
All the areas from whence these nonresident pupils come are well equipped with 
public educational facilities. 

4. This bill is a definite answer to the complaint that has been voiced by our 
present school superintendent, Mr. Hansen: “The present law governing the 
enrollment of nonresident pupils is so general that it is ineffective in correcting 
this condition.” 

5. Nonresident pupils will be better controlled under this law, thereby reducing 
the contribution to our present juvenile delinquent problems which will be a 
much needed benefit to the Capital City and additional savings to the District 
of Columbia taxpayers. 

6. This bill is the first indication of any consideration given to the taxpayer 
of the District of Columbia in relieving this imposition of paying for the educa- 
tion of nonresident pupils. 

EpMUND C. Cus, President. 
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(Mr. Matthews ordered the following letter inserted at this point :) 
CRESTWOOD CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., January 13, 1960. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Boarp oF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: The Crestwood Citizens Association, at its regular monthly meet- 
ing, December 1, 1959, by unanimous vote, passed a resolution as follows: 

The association go on record as in favor of Congressman Broyhill’s bill, 
H.R. 7124, pertaining to payment of tuition by students not legally entitled to 
attend District of Columbia schools, with the following recommendations: 

District schools should not be overcrowded by students not legally entitled 
to attend such schools, to its disadvantage. 

Proof of legal guardianship, supported by affidavit, should be correct at 
all times. 

District of Columbia taxpayers should be relieved from educating children 
from other States. 

The amount of the fine for violation of tuition payments shall be set well 
above existing tuition rates, so that payment of the fine shall not be more 
attractive than payment of tuition. 

Yours sincerely, 
Peter T. STaATHES, President. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you. 

Are there any other witnesses ? 

Mrs. Morris, I believe you had your hand up. 

Mrs. Morris. As a former president of the Randall Hyland Citi- 
zens Association, I can state that that association has repeatedly 
gone on record to this effect, and I think it was the association who 
effectively asked for legal evidence of guardianship before children 
could attend the District schools. That is Randall, R-a-n-d-a-l-l-, 
Hyland Association in Northeast Washington. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you, Madam. 

Mr. Kneipp, I understand you are just here to be of help to us 
if we call on you, but you have no testimony. Or do you have a 
statement you would like to make? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. KNEIPP, ASSISTANT CORPORATION 
COUNSEL FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Knetrr. I am Robert F. Kneipp, Assistant Corporation Coun- 
sel for the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, you are correct. I have no statement today. I do 
think, however, perhaps I should say a few words on this matter of 
guardianship. Under existing law in the District of Columbia, there 
is authority to appoint guardians for the property of minors. And 
if both parents are dead, there is authority to appoint guardians for 
the property of minors. And if both parents are dead, there is au- 
thority to appoint guardians of the person of the minor. But if a 
minor should have one or more parents living, although outside the 
District. of Columbia, there is no authority in District law for the 
appointment of a guardian for that child in the District of Columbia. 

So if the committee is giving some thought to requiring that a child 
here resident in the District of Columbia have either a parent or a 
guardian, then, if there is to be a situation where a parent of a child 
is living outside the District of Columbia and some relative of that 
child desires to be appointed the guardian of the child for the pur- 
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poses of this bill, then there will have to be some amendment of 
existing law or some new law in the District of Columbia. 

Now, I feel that perhaps I should reiterate the position of the 
Commissioners. And when Mrs. Wright said that they had asked 
the Commissioner for an explanation of their reasons for their posi- 
tion, I suppose that Mr. McLaughlin has not yet had an opportunity 
to answer that letter. But I believe his reasons are set forth at con- 
siderable length in the report of the committee that was 

Mr. Marrnews. May I interpolate here for just a minute? 

Mr. Hilder, do we have enough copies of this hearing to give inter- 
ested citizens here today ? 

Mr. Hitper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Marrnews. After this meeting is adjourned, those of you who 
are interested, I am going to ask Mr. Hilder to make available to you 
a copy of this hearing. 

Mr. Hixper. All right, sir. 

Mr. Knetpp. I think the principal reason, really, is that pointed 
out by Mr. Newell himself, That is, in the case of his son in Kansas 
where the father was ordered away from the jurisdiction and, there- 
upon, was required to pay tuition for his child who remained behind 
in the jurisdiction in which the father was a property owner. 

Now, the bill as presently written, it is true, would be very easy 
to enforce. From that standpoint, I suppost it might be helpful to 
the Board. They would have no choice in the matter. They would 
have to require the payment of tuition in hardship cases. 

Mr. Marruews. Or the child would have to go back to the parents. 

Mr. Knerer. Would have to leave the District of Columbia or go 
into a private school, yes, sir. 

Mr. Broyuiw. Or back to the parents, as the Chairman said. 

Mr. Knerpp. Yes, wherever they may be. 

Mr. Marrnews. Would it be a hardship to go back to their own 
parents ? 

Mr. Knerirrp. The parents may have been ordered overseas in a 
location where there is no available schooling. But, be that as it may, 
you wonder—if I might just raise this point. Most of the persons 
who testified here today are, shall we say, senior citizens. I wonder 
if any of them have grandchildren or other relatives living with them 
attending the public schools whose parents may be outside the District 
of Columbia at the present time. If they should have, these good 
grandparents would have to pay tuition for those grandchildren un- 
der this bill. 

(There was general agreement that they should.) 

Mr. Kwerrp. If that is understood, I have no objection. I am just 
trying to make sure they understand that. 

Mr. Matrnuews. Pardon me. For your information, I notice nearly 
everybody present is indicating that it should be done. 

Yes, Mr. Broyhill? 

Mr. Broyut. As I understand it, Mr. Kneipp, these witnesses 
here this morning were testifying for various citizens associations 
and not per sonally for themselves. 

Mr. Kwerrp. I understand that, sir. T just wondered if they knew 
what the mechanics of this bill were, that there is going to be a re- 
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quirement that persons who may give homes to children whose parents 
may be dead or otherwise not operating by virtue of being, let us say, 
in insane asylums or at posts overseas, or something of that sort, or in 
prison, persons who give homes to children in the District of Columbia 
= saddled with the added burden of paying tuition for those 
children. 

Now, Mr. Burmeister made a recommendation that I thought quite 
ood and I think is in line with what the Commissioners and what the 
oard of Education had in mind. That is, if the Board of Education 

is the judge on this matter, and I think that if you are going to have 
a Board of Education, you might just as well rely on its judgment. 
But the Board is the judge of whether an individual fully and con- 
tinuously provides for the support of the child living with him. 

Now that is the test that I think all of us are interested in. Why 
should some person who, out of kindness of his heart, provides a home 
for a child and fully and continuously pays for the support of that 
child here in the District of Columbia also be required to pay tuition 
merely because the child has a parent in a prison or in an insane 
asylum or for some other reason ? 

Mr. Broyumx. Would you yield on that point ? 

Mr. Kneter. Yes. 

Mr. Broyuimy.. You mentioned prison and insane asylum a couple 
of times. I am wondering if, in that respect, the District of Colum- 
bia is any different from the surrounding communities that have the 
same problem so far as tuition is concerned. Now this proposed 
legislation does not impose any more serious hardship upon the peo- 
ple of the District of Columbia than the people of the ettoiding 
communities have. In what way does the District of Columbia dif- 
fer in respect to this educational problem from the surrounding com- 
munities or other communities that have a rather strict tuition law? 

Mr. Kwerep. In no way, sir. The only fear on the part of both 
the Commissioners and the Board of Education is that with this 
extremely narrow and extremely strict law and, as Mr. Burmeister, 
I think, pointed out, it has some ambiguities and some need for clar- 
ification. 

Mr. Broruity. Mr. Kneipp, do you know of any other community 
that has this strict, narrow law where their mates ‘A are suffering un- 
due hardship living under it ? 

Mr. Knetrr. I do not know, sir. But the thing is there may well 
come times when there will be inequities, there will be hardships, and 
there is no machinery under this bill whereby they can be taken care 
of. 

Mr. Broynitu. I know from personal experience that there have 
been some difficulties. I have had people contacting me in respect 
to our strict tuition laws in Virginia. I had members of Congress 
contact me that wanted to keep their children to Alexandria, for ex- 
ample. But they complied with the law. The children were edu- 
cated, and the citizens of that community do not have this sort of 
exorbitant expense. It was a strict, narrow tuition law, and they 
had to be living with their parents or legal guardian, or, as I said 
a moment ago, they could not attend this Alexandria school. Other 
schools they could attend, but pay a much higher tuition than is pro- 
posed here in the District of Columbia. 
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So these things that you outline as problems are problems that 
other communities would have likewise, but they are living with it 
and making out, and the children are getting educated. 

Mr. Kwnerrr. I wonder, sir, though, whether those communities 
would have the problems in the same degree we would have them 
here. We have a much higher proportion, I think, of our population 
floating in and out of the District of Columbia for one reason or an- 
other by reason of the fact they are engaged in Government service 
or that kind of activity. 

Mr. Broyutiy. Children come in and out for that reason? 

Mr. Knerrp. No, their parents. 

Mr. Broyui1. The law does not prohibit those children from go- 
ing to school. This proposed legislation would not prohibit the chil- 
dren of parents coming in and living here. 

Mr. Knerer. No, sir. As I understand it, it was there in the bill. 
Then that would allow us to excuse from the payment of tuition some 
child whose father and mother have left the city for an oversea sta- 
tion, and the child remains behind with the grandparents. 

Mr, Broyuitn, Well, that is not what I understood was your state- 
ment there. You mentioned the transient population, people coming 
to work with the Government. As long as * are living here, this 
bill would not require those children to pay tuition. 

Mr. Kwnerpp. Quite true; quite true. But I am worrying, the 
Board of Education is worrying, I think, about those cases where by 
force of circumstance the parents may have to flee. The child re- 
mains behind to finish the schooling. Yet, under the bill, the parents 
would thereupon have to commence paying tuition. 

Mr. MatrHews. Any more questions or observations, Mr. Kneipp ? 

Mr. Knerpr. No, sir. 

Mr. Marruews. I might say to all of our interested witnesses, of 
of course, many technical matters have been brought out, and we 
cannot solve those problems here. It would be my desire, as chair- 
man of the committee, to ask Mr. Broyhill, the author of the bill, 
and Corporation Counsel, Mr. Kneipp, to get together and try to 
come up with a bill that we could have an executive session about in 
the near future to see if we could take some action. 

Mr. Broyhill, would this be a fair statement: The main problem we 
are trying to get at here is not necessarily, I think, the rather isolated 
instances that Mr. Kneipp brought out, but rather what seems to be 
a very unhealthy tendency on the part of a lot of people, many, man 
people, who live outside the District of Columbia to send their chil- 
dren here to the District of Columbia just to get a free education at 
the expense of the taxpayers of the District of Columbia. Isn’t that 
basically the problem you are trying to get? 

Mr. Broynitxi. That is absolutely right because it is an unknown 
problem. As the witness pointed out this morning, we have certain 
figures here, but they are minimum figures, We just donot how many 
people are abusing this present situation. 

Mr. Matrnews. Any other questions ? 

Let me say I see one or two—there is a lady here. Would you like 
to come forward as a witness. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Kneipp. 

Mr. Knerep. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Marruews. Would you care to remain longer? I know you 
have things to do. I do not believe we can accomplish anything this 
morning unless you want to stay, sir. 

Mr. Kwnerep. I am available, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Marruews. If you will remain with us a few more moments, 
we shall be grateful. 

Mr. Broyuiu. Mr. Chairman, if it is at all possible to have a brief 
executive session before we adjourn. 

Mr. Marruews. I should like to have one with Mr. Kneipp. 

I have a lady first, who wants to testify. 

Mr. Faux. I have a short question, Congressman Matthews. May 
I ask it? You are optimistic you will be able to report the bill to 
the floor early in this session ? 

Mr. Martruews. I would say this: I am certainly in favor myself. 
I cannot speak for my committee. But I personally am in favor of 
reporting this bill at the earliest possible opportunity. I do not know 
how the other members of the committee will vote. I have been voted 
down before. I would like to leave myself some reservations, of 
course. I would like to see some of these technical details worked 
out. 

All right, Madam. 

We have another witness. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. FORREST GOODRICK, CITIZEN 


Mrs. Gooprick. My name is Mrs. Forrest Goodrick. I believe you 
have a letter from me. 

Mr. Marrnews. Weare glad to have you. 

Mrs. Gooprick. I am one of the scoundrels who has children attend- 
ing school in the District of Columbia, and I am a resident of Virginia 
and a former constituent of Mr. Broyhill. 

I see two points that to me appear a little ridiculous. My children 
were born in the District. They have lived in the District 15 and 16 
years with their grandmother, who is a widow, who would otherwise 
live alone, who has been a taxpayer for 40 years, a property owner 
for 30 years. And, in fact, right now, she pays District of Columbia 
income tax. 

In the event that I appoint her legal guardian of my two children, 
immediately, she becomes eligible for tax deductions, and the District 
thereby gains less revenue by that appointment. 

Another point I would like to ask is: So many people here have 
said that these nonresident children are imposing on the District 
taxpayers. Well, she has paid taxes, and in what way are they 
imposing? There have been a great many families, no doubt, who 
have sent three and four children to school who have paid taxes for 
a shorter period of time, paid less taxes, by the mere fact they have 
so many children. And I would like to know: Doesn’t she have some 
tax benefit due her? Should she have to live alone, or why should 
she have to assume tuition or legal guardianship of my two children? 

I would like very much to know those points. 

Mr. Marrnews. Of course, we are delighted to have you with us. 
As you know, we are heré today hearing testimony about H.R, 7124. 
I do not want to evade your question. In fact, I do not know whether 
I know how to answer it. But, are you in favor of H.R. 7124? 
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Mrs. Gooprick. I am very much opposed to it as it stands because 
I think there are so many injustices involved in it. 

Mr. Marruews. I yield to my other colleagues if there is any ob- 
servation they want to make. 

Mr. Broyuiii. Didn’t you write me a letter about this ? 

Mrs. Gooprick. I sent you a copy, yes. 

Mr. Brornitu. I do not recall the full contents of the letter, but 
I think you stated therein why the children were not living with you. 

Mrs. Gooprick. That is correct. 

Mr. Broyuitu. You are married ¢ 

Mrs. Gooprick. That is right. 

Mr. Broyniu. And living with your husband ? 

Mrs. Gooprick. I am not living with him; he is in the Navy and 
stationed in Maryland. 

Mr. Broyuttu. Not legally separated ? 

Mrs. Gooprick. No. 

Mr. Broyruim1.. But the children are not living with you and have 
never been ? 

Mrs. Gooprick. They have lived with my mother. In fact, I stayed 
there most of my married life so they could have a stable environment, 
and they are not juvenile delinquents and not loosely chaperoned, as 
so many people have stated here today. 

They have a problem here now which has been created by this bill, 
and that is the fact that one of them is 16 and being threatened with 
removal from the only home she has known. She says she is not going 
to continue her education. Well, I can insist that she do, but it is— 
like you say, they can drive a horse to water, but not make him drink. 
It has created problems with the children. 

They are very uneasy about it, very upset about it. And to me, it 
seems ridiculous, also, because I can move back in with my mother. 
But even if I move back in with my mother, my salary is not sufficient 
where the District would gain anything by that move. So, to me, 
the whole bill appears ludicrous from my situation. 

Mr. MarrHews. If you please, ma’am—pardon me, I do not want 
this to be an impertinent question, but why do you not take care of 
the children ? 

Mrs. Gooprick. I work, and I feel that the children are far better 
off with their grandmother’s care than they would be with the care 
of a maid or some domestic I would hire. 

Mr. Martruews. Incidentally, there are 25 million American ladies 
who work. My own wife worked several years. 

Mrs. Gooprick. I work because I have to, and that is why. 

Mr. Marruews. As I say, I do not want to be impertinent, but that 
question does come to my mind. 

Any questions, Mrs. Weis? Any help we can give this fine lady ? 

Mrs. Weis. No. 

Mrs. Gooprick. I would like to have my questions answered. That 
would help as much as anything. 

Mr. Matrnews. My observation would be: I wish it would be pos- 
sa for you to take your children in your own home. Where do you 

ive ? 

Mrs. Gooprick. I live in Vienna, Va., and we waited 18 years. My 
husband is going to retire from the Navy this year. We waited that 
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long to have our own home. But we had hoped the children would be 
allowed to finish, and also the fact that my mother needs someone 
with her, I think. 

Mr. Martruews. I know that terrible problem, too, yes. I am sorry 
we cannot give you any specific help. 

Mr. Hilder? 

Mr. Hitper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that Mrs, 
Goodrick’s problem, with which I know we all sympathize, is a prob- 
lem that exists right now under present regulations. I understand 
that her child has been declared a subject for payment of tuition. 
That, therefore, does not affect either way this pending legislation. In 
other words, whether 7124 becomes law or not, Mrs. Goodrick’s situa- 
tion will be unchanged. 

Mr. Matruews. Are there any other observations or questions? 

Yes, madam. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. FRANCES H. CLARK, CITIZEN 


Mrs. Cxrark. I am the mother of Mrs. Goodrick. I have to pay the 
tuition. 

Mr. Marruews. Would you like to come up here? We are getting 
a little bit off of the subject matter of this bill I am glad to give 
some latitude. 

Give us your name, please. 

Mrs. Ciark. My name is Frances Clark. 

These children have lived with me their entire lives, and they feel 
that they are being discriminated against because the 16-year-old says 
that rather than have me borrow money to pay tuition she will stop } 
school. That, I do not think, is a fair decision—she will not stop 
school, but it means that I have to pay the tuition. 

Mr. Marrnews. We are delighted to have your observations. 

Mrs. Ciark. But they have lived their entire lives in the District of 
Columbia, and they feel they are residents of the District and that 
they are being discriminated against and they are nice girls. 

Mr. Matruews. Thank you, madam, for your observation. 

The meeting is now adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:48 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub- 
ject to the call of the chairman.) 
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